In a recent critique Boles and Barth (2011) argue that their prior study investigating asymmetry/performance relationships (Boles, Barth, & Merrill, 2008) uncovered the ''true'' association (i.e., negative correlation) between lateralization of visual lexical processes and word recognition performance. They contend that our study reporting positive correlations of lexical asymmetry and reading performance (Chiarello et al., 2009) was flawed and hence inconclusive. In this response we address the two major objections raised by Boles and Barth (2011) regarding our selection of tasks and asymmetry measures. We conclude that the Boles and Barth principle of task purity is not relevant to the stated aims of our investigation, and that our linear regression method of measuring asymmetry is valid given the high level of accuracy for the tasks we reported. Because the aims of each investigation differed, we argue that it is unwise to attempt to fit each study into the framework favored by Boles and Barth (2011).
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Introduction
Regardless of how lateralization is measured, individuals differ in the direction and extent of asymmetry. Does this matter? In other words, is it advantageous to be strongly or weakly lateralized, when one considers actual performance of cognitive tasks? Surprisingly little empirical work has addressed this question, despite decades of research on lateralized function. Two large-scale multi-task investigations of asymmetry/performance relations have recently appeared (Boles et al., 2008; Chiarello et al., 2009) and word recognition performance'' (p. 13). In this response, we argue that the latter conclusion is premature and that the criticisms raised by Boles and Barth are unfounded and cannot account for the differing results. Before addressing the specific issues of the Boles and Barth critique we think it is important to recognize that the prior studies of Boles and Chiarello stem from very different research programs that necessarily inform their methodological choices. Although both investigators have for decades utilized divided visual field tasks to explore cerebral asymmetries in healthy adults, the questions they seek to answer are quite different. One cannot adequately compare one study from each laboratory without considering the wider context within which each research study was conducted. It is evident from their research that Boles and colleagues are interested in lateralization qua lateralization. They have explored how various asymmetries that cross informational domains (e.g., visuospatial, verbal, emotional) may relate to one another in order to understand brain asymmetry as a general phenomenon. To this end, they select tasks and methods that produce the largest and most reliable asymmetries, and the resulting experiments are well controlled. A number of the tasks Boles and colleagues employ are not widely studied outside of their laboratory, and therefore little independent work has examined their information processing requirements. Instead, the processing demands of the measures are inferred from factor analyses (Boles, 1991 (Boles, , 1992 (Boles, , 1996 . The programmatic nature of this research is impressive, and it has culminated in some intriguing theoretical proposals about the nature of cerebral asymmetries. 
